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DECISION ON APPEAL 



1 The two-month time period for filing an appeal or commencing a 
civil action, as recited in 37 CFR § 1.304, begins to run from the decided 
date shown on this page of the decision. The time period does not run from 
the Mail Date (paper delivery) or Notification Date (electronic delivery). 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
The Patent Examiner rejected claims 1-26. The Appellants appeal 
therefrom under 35 U.S.C. § 134(a). We have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 6(b). 

Invention 

The invention at issue on appeal uses a remote computing device 
having a powerful user interface to control a computing device having a 
limited user-interface. More specifically, the computing device with the 
limited user-interface sends user-interface data to the remote computing 
device to provide a user-interface at the latter device for receiving input 
from a user. The input controls the computing device with a limited user- 
interface to execute commands therein. (Spec. 50.) 



Illustrative Claim 

1. A method for controlling at least one first device 
having a limited user-interface by using at least one second 
device, wherein the first and second devices communicate via a 
wireless communication channel and support a common 
communications protocol, the method comprising the steps of: 

transmitting the limited user-interface information from 
the at least one first device to the at least one second device; 

providing an extended user-interface on the at least one 
second device, the extended user interface having more 
extensive capabilities than the capabilities of the limited user- 
interface of the at least one first device, the extended user- 
interface utilizing the transmitted limited user- interface 
information and comprising extended functions so as to extend 
the capabilities of the limited user-interface; 
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accepting user commands input via the extended user- 
interface; 

transmitting user commands from the second to the first 
device; and 

executing the transmitted user commands on the first 
device. 



Prior Art 

Humpleman U.S. Patent No. 6,466,971 Bl Oct. 15, 2002 

Rejections 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 9-11, and 15-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) as anticipated by Humpleman. 

Claims 3, 7, 8, 12-14, and 23-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) as obvious over Humpleman. 

ISSUE 

The Examiner finds that Humpleman's "first device 14 provides 
service for the user but not control user interface, thus has limited user 
interface (5:28-30)." (Ans. 8.) The Examiner further finds that "[c]learly, 
devices such as VCRs, microwaves, dishwashers, and ovens are device[s] 
with [a] limited user interface as defined by the appellants. For example, 
the VCR may have Stop/Play buttons but does not have a tuner therein 
(Humpleman's 1:45-52, 2:11-16)." (Ans. 9.) The Appellants argue that 
"[s]ince only a client device of Humpleman et al. has a user interface, 
Humpleman et al. can not [sic] anticipate a limited user interface of a first 
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device and an extended user interface of a second device." (Reply Br. 4.) 
Therefore, the issue before us is whether the Appellants have shown error in 
the Examiner's finding that Humpleman's server device includes a limited 
user interface. 

LAW 

"[Anticipation of a claim under § 102 can be found only if the prior 
art reference discloses every element of the claim . . . ." In re King, 801 
F.2d 1324, 1326 (Fed. Cir. 1986) (citing Lindemann Maschinenfabrik 
GMBHv. American Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 1452, 1458 (Fed. Cir. 
1984)). "[A]bsence from the reference of any claimed element negates 
anticipation." Kloster Speedsteel AB v. Crucible, Inc., 793 F.2d 1565, 1571 
(Fed. Cir. 1986). 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
The following findings of fact ("FFs") are supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence. 

1. "Referring to FIG. 1 [of Humpleman], ... a network 10 includes at 
least one client device 12 and at least one server device 14 interconnected 
via a communication link 16." (Humpleman, col. 5, 11. 5-8) (holding 
omitted.) 

2. "Each client device 12 can include a user communication interface 
including input devices such as a mouse and keyboard for receiving user 
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input, and a display for providing a control user interface for a user to 
interact with the networked devices." {Id. 11. 23-28) (holding omitted.) 

3. "Referring to FIG. 2, as defined herein, each server device 14 
provides a service for the user, except control user interface, and each client 
device 12 provides control user interface for user interaction with the 
network 10. As such, only client devices 12 interact directly with users, and 
server devices 14 interact only with client devices 12 and other server 
devices 14." {Id. 11. 28-34) (holding omitted.) 

ANALYSIS 

As mentioned above, the Examiner reads the claimed "first device" on 
Humpleman's server device 14. In response to the Examiner's finding that 
devices such as VCRs, microwaves, dishwashers, and ovens may include a 
limited user interface, such as Stop/Play buttons in the case of a VCR 
(Ans. 9), the Appellants (Reply Br. 3-4) cite Humpleman's statements that 
the server device provides no user interface (FF 3.) 2 and that only the client 
device 12 interacts directly with users {id.) and includes a user interface to 
do so (FF 2). Based on these statements in Humpleman, the Appellants 
argue that " [accordingly, the Examiner's argument that a VCR may have 
Stop/Play buttons is inconsistent with Humpleman's teaching" (Reply Br. 4). 
We understand the Appellants to be arguing that a person skilled in the art 
would have understood from the above-cited statements that Humpleman's 

2 The Examiner admits as much by finding that "[t]he first device 14 
provides service for the user but not control user interface . . . ." (Ans. 8.) 
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server device 14 when implemented as a VCR will not have Stop/Play 
buttons and thus is not a conventional VCR. The Examiner contends that 
Appellants are citing those statement out of context. See Ans. 9 ("The 
appellants' argument appears conclusive and out of context. The portion 
cited by the appellants directs to Humpleman's teaching of figure 1 wherein 
a client device 12 (i.e., a user device, emphasis added) communicates with a 
server device 14 over network 10."). (Ans. 9). The Examiner, however, has 
not adequately explained why a person skilled in the art would not have 
understood the statements in question to be applicable to all server 
devices 14, including VCRs, microwaves, dishwashers, and ovens. If 
Humpleman includes any subject matter than is inconsistent with the 
statements in question and thus supports the Examiner' s position, that 
subject matter should be specifically identified. 

We therefore agree with the Appellants that the Examiner has not 
shown that any of Humpleman's server devices 14 have a limited user 
interface. The absence of such a showing negates anticipation of claims 1, 
2, 4-6, 9-11, and 15-22. This deficiency is not cured by the Examiner's 
reasoning concerning the obviousness of claims 3, 7, 8, 12-14, and 23-26. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the aforementioned facts and analysis, we conclude that 
Appellants have shown error in the Examiner's finding that Humpleman's 
server device includes a limited user interface. 
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ORDER 

We reverse the rejections of claims 1-26. 



REVERSED 



msc 
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